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Closer [1956] (1964) provisionally defined conflict as "struggle over values and claims to scarce status, power and resources in which the aims of the opponents are to neutralize, injure or eliminate their rivals" (p. 8). In his study of the latent functions of conflict outlined by Simmel [1908] (1955), Coser (1964) pointed out that conflict has many positive effects on groups, institutions, organizations, and societies as a whole, e.g., by aiding group formation (p. 31), contributing "to the maintenance of group boundaries and preventing] the withdrawal of members from a group" (p. 8), creating balance between groups in a social system (p. 34), and helping to "maintain the total system by establishing a balance between its component parts" (p. 35).
Although conflict clearly has positive functions, these can often be realized only if the conflict is ultimately resolved. Institutionalized dispute resolution procedures like trials, counseling, and mediation are specifically organized to manage conflicts that occur within societies and groups.
In ordinary conversation, disputing and dispute resolution may be one and the same process.' Some arguments may lead to resolution of the conflict, e.g., by one side giving in (Vuchinich 1990)-others may not. People seek institutional conflict resolution procedures when their disputes are not resolved by informal means. Therefore, to be effective institutionalized conflict resolution procedures should differ in some way from informal disputing. The parameters on which these procedures differ include the roles of the participants, authority/power of specific role holders, normative expectations, procedures followed, and interactional organization.
I use mediation hearings as a case study of an institutional conflict resolution procedure and compare them to the interactional organization of disputing in ordinary conversation. I argue that institutional conflict resolution procedures (e.g., mediation) resolve conflict by eliminating specific conflictual processes from the interaction. In particular, the type of arguing that occurs in ordinary conversation by participants in informal disputes is eliminated in the mediation process. Mediation accomplishes this by implementing an interactional organization that constrains the presentation of accusations and denials, provides opportunities for disputants to respond selectively to accusations, and provides for mitigated formulation of accusations and denials. Because this organization precludes the use of disputing techniques used routinely in ordinary conversation, issues can be discussed and agreement reached without argument. When arguments do occur, mediation provides an interactional organization for terminating them that is absent from ordinary conversation.
DATA
Disputants in mediation hearings negotiate an agreement with the help of a third party rather than by handing decision-making authority over to a third party as in small claims court. Mediation emphasizes cooperation and compromise (Worley and Schwebel 1985) and de-emphasizes the adversarial nature of disputing, which tends to be exacerbated in litigation (Girdner 1985) . Practitioners believe that mediation reduces the antagonism between disputants, gives them an opportunity to listen to and understand each other's positions, and promotes reconciliation (Bottomley 1985, p. 162; Dingwall 1986, p. 10; Roberts 1988, p. 538; Folberg 1983, p. 9).
I evaluate a mediation program sponsored by a California county. This program serves as an alternative to small claims court for disputes such as landlord-tenant disputes, monetary disputes involving small sums of money, and disputes between neighbors or family members.
I videotaped all hearings (nine total) held during a six-month period in 1987. In two cases the disputants had additional problems after the initial hearing and a second meeting was held. Since the structure of these two follow-up meetings differed from the initial mediations, the followups are not analyzed. Disputants were told about the study before each hearing began and all agreed to be videotaped. Although the recording equipment was visible, its intrusiveness was minimized. The mediators in this ongoing program are volunteers from the community who receive five days of training from the director of the program. The nine hearings involved a total of 43 people (including mediators, disputants, and witnesses) and ranged from 40 minutes to almost three hours in length. More than 20 hours of audio tape were transcribed using a modified version of Gail Jefferson's transcription system (see Atkinson and Heritage 1984 , pp. ix-xi).
Mediation programs vary greatly in their organization. In this program, each hearing is chaired by two mediators who open the hearings by making introductions, describing the rules, and getting the mediation agreement signed.2 The 2 The seventh hearing was assigned only one mediator. mediators then solicit extensive stories from the disputants, and then lead a discussion period. When a solution is reached, the mediators write up the agreement and close the hearing. The disputants (referred to as complainant and respondent) represent themselves. If a mediated agreement is not reached, the mediators arbitrate a decision for the disputants.
THE ORGANIZATION OF DISPUTING IN ORDINARY CONVERSATION
To understand how mediation provides an interactional structure that minimizes disputing, it is necessary to understand how people conduct disputes in everyday situations.3 The disputing process depends on the speech exchange system of ordinary conversation. Speech exchange systems (Sacks et al. 1974 ) are unique interactional organizations that can be distinguished on the basis of the turn-taking system and participation framework employed.
The turn-taking system as described by Sacks et al. (1974) , consists of the rules and procedures participants use to exchange turns talking. In ordinary conversation, turn transition properly occurs at the end of a "unit type" (e.g., sentence, clause, or phrase). Speakers can select another to speak (e.g., by asking a question). If the current speaker does not select a next speaker, any participant may speak. If a next speaker does not self select, the current speaker may continue. Turns at talking and types of turns (e.g., questions and answers) are not predetermined or controlled by conventions, structures, or individuals outside the interaction, but are negotiated in the context of the talk itself.
For any given interaction, the participation framework describes what patterns of participation and address occur (Goffman 1981) . Participants in ordinary conversation negotiate their participation status (e.g., ratified participant vs. bystander, addressed vs. nonaddressed recipient) in the context of the talk.
Many of the arguing techniques used in disputes derive in part from the interactional organization of ordinary conversation. Research on arguing in ordinary conversation in informal settings shows that it involves adjacent, directly addressed exchanges of oppositional turns. Techniques children use to dispute include aggravated These disputing techniques require the flexible speech exchange system of ordinary conversation where a disputant can place a response to an utterance adjacent to that utterance. For example, to produce an aggravated disagreement, the disagreement must be placed adjacent to what is being disagreed with. A disagreement that is delayed or displaced is a mitigated disagreement (Pomerantz 1975 (Pomerantz , 1984 . Such disputing techniques are used in the turn-taking system of ordinary conversation which does not limit when a given party can take a turn.
Second, the speech exchange system of ordinary conversation does not restrict who can speak to whom.-Thus, disputants typically use techniques like repetition, escalation, and inversion in utterances addressed to the other disputant. This may lead to escalation because the co-disputant is thereby selected as next speaker, giving him or her the floor to produce a disputational response.4 In sum, I This observation is consistent with data cited in M. Goodwin (1983) , Goodwin and Goodwin (1987) , and Coulter (1990 (Pomerantz 1975 (Pomerantz , 1978a (Pomerantz , 1984 Sacks 1987 ). Disagreements are formulated or placed to demonstrate their dispreferred status (Pomerantz 1975; . However, Pomerantz (1984, p. 81) noted that support for one's cointeractant is demonstrated by disagreeing with self-deprecations, notby agreeing with them. Similarly, the preference for agreeing with assessments should lead to the acceptance of compliments, but this puts one in the position of praising oneself (Pomerantz 1978a ). Recipients cope with these conflicting constraints by, for example, downgrading compliments or shifting the referents of compliments (Pomerantz 1978a In sum, the speech exchange system of ordinary conversation provides an interactional environment in which disputing techniques can be used to continue or escalate disagreement. What differences in the speech exchange system of mediation hearings make dispute resolution more likely than escalation?
THE SPEECH EXCHANGE SYSTEM OF MEDIATION Turn Taking
The turn-taking system of mediation differs in several respects from that of ordinary conversation. Mediation is partly a pre-allocated system, as are trials ( While disputants have the floor to tell their stories, they are free to self-select as next speaker, and to speak even when not selected by a mediator. However, they do not use the full range of turn-taking options that would be available to them in ordinary conversation. Specifically, disputants refrain from using the "current speaker selects next" option to select a co-disputant to speak. However, they may use the "current speaker selects next" option to ask a mediator a question.
Disputants who are not telling a story rarely speak during a co-disputant's story, and when they do their utterances display orientation to the turn-taking system in mediation. For example, a disputant may speak during the other disputant's story if it is in response to a mediator's question. Excerpt 3 is part of the respondent's story in a dispute between neighbors in an apartment complex. The respondent is explaining why she and the other tenants wrote a letter requesting eviction of the complainant ("Mrs. Norton"). The disputants and the mediators display an orientation to the turn-taking system of mediation when they request permission to speak or employ sanctions. Throughout the hearings, the disputant who is not telling a story may select self to speak for purposes other than those described if they use "action projections" at turnbeginnings to request permission to speak. Action projections are utterances like, "Can I ask you a question?" which, by projecting an action (e.g., a question), create a space for preliminary information before performing the projected action (Schegloff 1980) . Disputants phrase these action projections as questions addressed to the mediators and they do not produce the projected action until a mediator has granted permission. By getting permission from a mediator to continue the disputant transforms a self-selected utterance into a response to a mediator's utterance, which is consistent with the turn-taking system of mediation.7 Although disputants do not always 6These findings differ somewhat from Greatbatch's forthcoming findings for news interviews. The news interview is designed to show disagreement while mediation is designed to produce agreement. This may account for differences between mediation and news interviews in how clarification requests are used and responded to. In mediation, brief interjections that clarify a point may be helpful for the conflict resolution process, and hence are allowed. Mediators intervene only when clarifications or error corrections develop into arguing. Mediators' action projections at turn-beginnings are generally phrased and intonated as statements (e.g., "let me ask you a question") rather than as questions (e.g., "can I ask you a question?"). Pauses within rather than at the end of unit-types, or the absence of pauses, indicate that a response is neither expected nor pro-request permission before speaking, such requests indicate that they (and the mediators) are oriented to the expectation that disputants not self-select during the other disputant's story.8
Disputants rarely produce utterances during the other disputant's stories that do not display orientation to their limited right to speak. When disputants use the "next speaker selects self' option to respond to an accusation during the other disputant's story, mediators usually intervene. In Excerpt 7, a father (RA) criticizes the stepfather's (C) treatment of their children. Mediator A sanctions the complainant for speaking during Respondent A's story. In sum, the disputants' requests for permission to speak and the mediators' sanctions show that participants treat the mediation hearing as having specific turn-taking norms.
The Participation Framework
While participants in ordinary conversation are not restricted as to when they can be the recipient of an utterance or select specific others to speak (Sacks et al. 1974 ), disputants' participation statuses in mediation hearings are predetermined.
Disputants address their utterances to the mediators rather than to their co-disputants. In Excerpt 8, a dispute over vehicle repairs, the complainant provides information that the other disputants already know but that the mediator might not know, demonstrating that this utterance is designed for the mediators, not the respondent. The complainant specifies the date the vehicle was brought to the shop, the shop's name, and the purpose of the visit for the benefit of the mediators. The complainant gazes down at his notes initially, then lifts his gaze to the mediators during this utterance. Disputants can also indicate that the utterance is addressed to the mediators by referring to codisputants in the third person. In Excerpt 9, the respondent refers to the complainant in the third person ("DAN", "he"). Recipient responses provide further evidence that disputant's utterances are addressed to the mediators. Minimal responses (e.g., "um hmh," "yeah"), when provided, are produced by mediators, not by co-disputants. In addition, co-disputants often engage in side activities like note-taking during the co-disputant's utterances. Thus, mediators and disputants display orientation to the convention that disputants' utterances are addressed to the mediators.
Discussion Format
In addition to the storytelling during which a disputant has the floor for an extended turn and the co-disputant remains silent, these mediation hearings have extended periods of discussion, primarily comprised of question-and-answer sequences. The organization of these discussion periods differs from ordinary conversation in that mediators control the topic of discussion and who participates. The mediators use directed questions to switch the talk from one disputant to the other. Excerpt 11 is from the end of an extended exchange of questions and answers between the mediators and the respondent in a landlord-tenant dispute. In the arrowed utterance, Mediator B asks the complainant whether he, as landlord, was aware of the respondent's poor earning capacity. After the complainant's response, Mediator B directs a question to the respondent. In lines I to 3 the complainant attempts to lessen the credibility of a tenant on the respondent's side of the dispute by recounting an occasion when the tenantblocked her into a parking space. In lines 6, 9, and 10 the respondent then departs from the turn-taking system of mediation and responds with a counter-assertion (Coulter 1990) . She gazes at the complainant during the initial portion of her utterance ("you were parked") but then turns her gaze back to the mediators as she repairs her utterance to address the mediators and to refer to the complainant in the third person ("she was parked, in her space"). Mediator B's attempt to cut off the incipient dispute by shifting the conversation back to a prior topic in lines 11, 12, and 14 ("but I was just saying I remember you saying, . .") appears to be unsuccessful (see Clayman ard Whalen (1988/1989) for an analysis of unsuccessful attempts to restore the speech exchange system of news interviews). The complainant does not comply with Mediator B's bid for a change of topic, and continues the exchange with the respondent. She defends her action ("There was nowhere else to park") in line 15. Ignoring Mediator B's continuing utterance, the respondent replies to the complainant in lines 18 and 19 ("You still can not park in some one else's parking place"). The complainant then responds directly to this utterance in lines 21, 22, 24, and 25, addressing the respondent by name and turning her gaze toward her.
The two disputants are now engaged in a fullfledged argument. They have abandoned the speech exchange system of mediation for the speech exchange system of ordinary conversation which enables them to engage in disputing -here, the exchange of accusations and denials. In line 26 Mediator A breaks in and sanctions the two for "cross talk", thus attempting to restore the mediation exchange structure.
Summary
The interactional organization of mediation hearings differs from that of ordinary conversation in several ways. In some respects, mediation is a pre-determined speech exchange system. Some turns (e.g., story requests, stories, openings and closings of hearings) are pre-allocated to specific individuals on the basis of institutional roles. Access to turn-taking options is also tied to institutional roles -disputants typically do not selfselect during the other disputant's story, but mediators are free to self-select as next speaker throughout the hearing. Disputant self-selection is not treated as a departure from the turn-taking system if it is framed as a request for permission to speak, an aside, a repair, or a request for clarification. Utterances responding directly to the substance of the other disputant's complaint are treated as departures.
In the participation framework of mediation, disputants direct their utterances to the mediators rather than to each other. Although all participants are recipients of the stories, the other disputant is not the addressed recipient and does not have the right to reply immediately to the story (C. Goodwin 1987). The participation status of participants in mediation hearings is therefore subject to constraints that do not exist in ordinary conversation.
When disputants depart from the speech exchange system of mediation and use the turntaking rules and participation statuses of ordinary conversation, their talk takes on the character of an argument. Mediators attempt to restore the speech exchange system of mediation by using sanctions, changing topics, redirecting a question, uttering minimal responses, and other similar techniques.
IMPLICATIONS
In mediation, the adjacent and directly addressed oppositional utterances that constitute argument generally do not occur. In effect, the speech ex-change system of mediation limits "disputing" to those occasions when disputants depart from the turn-taking system and participation statuses characteristic of mediation. Four characteristics of the mediation process enable participants to manage accusations and denials while saving face (Goffman 1967) which enables them to avoid arguments. (1) Accusations and denials are not adjacency pairs in mediation -because a denial is not immediately relevant, an accusation does not engender an oppositional response as a next action. (2) In the participation framework of mediation, accusations and denials are addressed to mediators instead of to co-disputants -denials occur as responses to mediator queries, hence, they are not "disagreements." (3) The delay of denials provides disputants with the option of selectively responding to denials, potentially reducing the number of issues under dispute. (4) The interactional organization/normative order of mediation provides for mitigated rather than aggravated accusations and denials. This interactional organization has several implications for the dispute resolution process.
The Placement of Accusations and Denials
In ordinary conversation, accusations are first pair parts of adjacency pairs, and denials or admissions of guilt are possible responses. Denials are typically preferred responses, and tend to be placed immediately after the accusation, without delay, accounts, or other mitigating techniques. Accusations therefore make disagreement relevant and thus provide an interactional environment for escalation into disputes and arguments. Accusations and denials can provide an interactional basis for disputing techniques like the exchange of accusations and denials (M. Goodwin 1983) or other techniques that depend on adjacency (e.g., escalation, repetition, format tying, or contrastively-matched counters), and providing a motivation for their use.
The speech exchange system of mediation precludes the use of many of these disputing techniques by eliminating adjacent exchanges between disputants. This is done by breaking up some courses of action that could otherwise occur as adjacency pairs. Disputants cannot respond adjacently to accusations without departing from the turn-taking system of mediation -respondents may not speak until after the complainant has finished his or her "story" and a mediator has solicited the respondent's story. In addition, mediators may ask the complainant questions during and after the story. Hence, a denial or an admission of guilt is not the relevant next action after an accusation. 12 The complainant in the neighbors' dispute produces many accusations in the course of her story, but the respondent's denials do not occur until much later in the hearing.13 For example, early in the hearing the complainant accuses the respondent (Jane) of vandalizing her car. What is an adjacency pair first pair part may depend not only on the type of utterance (e.g., greeting, invitation, accusation), and its construction, e.g., as a question (Schegloff and Sacks 1973, p. 295), but also on the speech exchange system in which it is produced. Accusations in ordinary conversation have different implications for the next turn space than do accusations in mediation hearings. For an analogous argument with regard to news interviews, see Clayman and Maynard (1990). 13 The impact of nonverbal responses to accusations is minimized in these hearings because the disputants are seated on the same side of a long table, with the mediators opposite them. Disputants must therefore turn their heads 90 degrees to make eye contact with their co-disputant. Facial expressions are therefore primarily visible to the mediators, and may be produced for their benefit. Because only one video camera was used, there is no record of mediators' nonverbal responses to disputants' nonverbal actions. In Excerpt 17, the respondent on two occasions shakes her head "no" after the complainant voices an accusation. This gesture is probably not visible to the complainant and is not responded to verbally by the mediators. Respondents may also indicate their objections to an accusation by note-taking activity, thus showing an intent to respond when they get the floor.
ture, but neither she nor the mediators acknowledge it. The respondent does not reply to this accusation until over half an hour later. Because accusations in mediation hearings are not first pair parts, they do not make an oppositional response relevant in the next turn space. Therefore, accusations in mediation typically do not make arguing relevant, thereby removing one source of dispute escalation.
Denials, Not Disagreements
Not only are denials in mediation delayed, but because they are not second pair parts to accusations they do not constitute a disagreement with the immediately prior utterance. The respondent's response to the accusation occurs as a response to a mediator query rather than as a denial of an accusation. Thus, denials in a mediation context are less likely to provoke disputational responses.
Because accusations and complaints are addressed to the mediators rather than the co-disputant, blame cannot be addressed directly to the co-disputant without departing from the speech exchange system of mediation. Therefore, attributions of blame are typically formulated in the third person.'4 For example, in Excerpt 19 from the neighbors' dispute, the complainant describes an incident in which the respondent verbally abused her. The complainant addresses the mediators and refers to the respondent with the pronouns "she" and "her." The complainant is thus able to avoid direct accusations. Mediator A responds to the complainant's solicitation of a minimal response ("you know?"), demonstrating that she interprets this utterance as addressed to her. The respondent's failure to respond indicates that she does not interpret the utterance as addressed to her. Thus, accusations in mediation may be less facethreatening than those in ordinary conversation (Pomerantz 1978b ). This is another reason escalation into argument is less likely. In mediation, adjacent exchanges between disputants can be terminated if they occur. If a disputant departs from the turn-taking system by placing a denial adjacent to an accusation or addressing an accusation directly to a disputant, mediators intervene to prevent a full-fledged argument. 5
The speech exchange system of mediation therefore precludes the use of the disputing techniques found in ordinary conversation. Mediation allows for the production of accusations and denials while preventing their use as oppositional moves in argumentative sequences. The substance of the dispute can be discussed without argument. Although the interactional contexts of mediation and news interviews are somewhat similar, the tendency of participants to escalate or lessen conflict is very different (see Greatbatch forthcoming). This may be because in a news interview the goal is to "win" an argument, while in mediation the goal is to "come to an agreement or compromise." are thus displaying an orientation to the nonadversarial, cooperative norms of mediation.
Selective Responses to
Elision of the agent is most often accomplished by using the passive voice. Occasionally, it is achieved by other methods, such as using an active construction but not stating the subject. The complainant frames his accusation in the passive voice and elides the actor. He could have framed these complaints in the active voice while still addressing his utterance to the mediators (e.g., "Stan assaulted me" or "Stan is insensitive"). Overall, 38 percent (121 out of 321) of the accusations or complaints in these hearings were constructed with agent elided.'8 The use of implicit references in accusations may minimize conflict-provoking threats to face, and hence departures from the turn-taking system of mediation. By not referring explicitly to the blamed party, the "blow" is softened and a defense from the blamed party is not immediately relevant.
These findings are consistent with Pomerantz's (1978b) findings that the passive voice and other techniques for eliding the subject were used in Ix Elision of the agent is only one technique for mitigating accusations. However, 60 percent (191 out of 321) of accusations were mitigated in some way. ordinary conversation to refer to "blameworthy" persons. The passive voice enables the complainant to make accusations without specifying the wrongdoer. Complainants can thus accomplish the delicate task of making accusations while maintaining politeness and avoiding face-threatening utterances.
Displacement of agent. Disputants can also display orientation to the normative order of mediation by displacing the agent from the accusation through delay, hesitation, or sentence structure.
In Excerpt 24, the complainant from the landlord-tenant dispute is explaining why the respondent's continuing tenancy in his house would be problematic: The agent is not completely elided (the complainant refers to "her mail"), but she is not specified in the actual complaint: "business practices that I don't think help pay the rent." Hesitation, pauses, and "turn holders" further separate the agent from the accusation. (The presence of laughter may also serve to mitigate the complaint.)
In a divorced couple's dispute, the respondent accuses her ex-husband of lying about his income. The agent ("he") is placed in the first part of this utterance, which ends with question intonation. The respondent then pauses, and the mediator provides a minimal response. After another pause, the respondent produces a turn holder ("uhm") followed by another pause. She then produces the accusation: "Which I don't think were quite correct." In addition to displacement, the respondent uses the qualifier "quite" to minimize the accusation and the uncertainty marker "think." The reversal of the negative ("I don't think were correct" instead of "were incorrect") also serves to mitigate the accusation (Huebler 1983 ). In ad-dition, we again see the mitigating laughter particles ("corRE=heh=CT!"). Collective representation of agent. Disputants may also display orientation to the nonadversarial norms of mediation by referring to the agent of wrongdoing as a collective agent. One way to do this is by incorporating self as a blamed party. In Excerpt 26 from a dispute between two brothers, the respondent includes an admission of his own guilt in a complaint that his brother has been harassing him: The complainant first specifies the party who performed the improper work ("the mechanic") but then immediately qualifies this with an uncertainty marker: "I would imagine." Attached to the uncertainty marker is an acknowledgement that some of the work was done correctly ("part of it was done okay"). The complainant then reiterates his complaint, but in a way that minimizes the problem: "two or three things that weren't completed properly." This is a hedged or understated form of "were completed improperly" (Huebler 1983 ). In Excerpt 29, from the divorced couple's dispute, the complainant complains that the respondent (his ex-wife) ignores their eldest daughter, who lives with him. This potentially threatening accusation begins with a "pre-delicate" (Schegloff 1980) , and incorporates hesitations, uncertainty markers ("I think") and tentative words ("shou-" and "maybe"). The complainant leaves the actual accusation unsaid ("you neglect your daughter" or "you never pay any attention to your daughter"), and instead implies it by specifying how she could correct this problem ("call her once a week").
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Disputing techniques in ordinary conversation depend on a locally managed turn-taking system and participation framework that allow participants to adjacently and directly address each other. Thus, denials can be placed immediately after accusations and formulated with explicit attributions of blame, thereby providing the interactional context for escalation into argument.'9 In contrast, the interactional organization of mediation precludes the use of disputing techniques found in ordinary conversation. The turntaking system of mediation institutionalizes nonadjacent accusations and denials. The delayed placement of denials reduces argument by mini- mizing situations in which disputing techniques can be used. In addition, the opportunity to selectively respond to accusations can reduce the number of accusations under consideration and thus facilitate solution.
The speech exchange system of mediation also provides for accusations to be addressed to mediators rather than to the other disputant. This pattern of address results in third-person references to blamed parties. Direct challenges and attributions of blame thus do not confront the "blamed" party directly, lessening their facethreatening impacts.
Finally, the normative order of mediation as cooperative and nonadversarial encourages disputants to formulate their accusations (and denials) even less strongly than possible within the speech exchange system of mediation. This mitigation provides a further deterrent to escalation into a dispute.
These four aspects of the organization of mediation deter argument. These characteristics, and how disputants use them to avoid threats to face, may be one reason mediation often successfully resolves conflict without confrontation or argument.
To discover how mediation works as a technique for conflict resolution, the interactional process of mediation hearings must be examined. This interactional process minimizes "disputing" between participants who are meeting to resolve a dispute. Complainants and respondents contribute to this outcome by how they position and formulate references to others in their complaints, accusations, and denials. Thus, part of mediation is mitigating accusations by indirect formulations and delayed placement of denials. The advantage of mediation over other types of dispute resolution (e.g., trials, counseling, arguing) may lie not in characteristics of mediators or the difficulty of the dispute, but in the interactional organization of mediation itself.
The objective of this analysis is to show how a specific type of conflict resolution is organized and how that organization enables it to accomplish its goals. While the interactional organization of mediation derives from organizational principles of ordinary conversation, it differs from ordinary conversation in ways that specifically prevent argument from occurring.
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